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T  O 


Mr.  DALE  INGRAM. 

S  I  R, 

AS  you  have  laid  before  the. 
publick  your  fentinients  rc- 
Ipecting  Mr.  Clark’s  death, 
in  hopes  thereby  to  reconcile  aniraoli- 
ties,  and  to  prevent  any  further  alter¬ 
cations  y 

I  imagine  a  gentleman  of  your 
friendly  difpofition  will  not  be  offended 

A  if 
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if  an  obfcure  individual  fhould  at¬ 
tempt  to  confute  thofe  arguments  you 
have  advanced  in  favour  of  your  own 
opinion,  and  in  defence  of  that  of  the 
Examining  Surgeons,  efpecially  when 
fuch  a  confutation  appears  likely  to 
attain  the  end  you  fo  ardently  wifh  for. 

The  publick,  from  Mr.  Foot’s  de- 
pofition,  was  well  convinced  of  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  his  opinion,  and  would  have 
remained  fo  to  this  day,  had  not  the 
court  of  examiners,  yourfelf,  and  fome 
few  others,  publickly  declared  the  blow 
was  not  the  caufe  of  Clark’s  death. 

It  would  be  quite  foreign  to  my 
purpofe  were  I  to  acquaint  you  what 
I  fufpeft  were  the  motives  for  fuch  de¬ 
clarations  j  however,  as  they  have  been 

made 
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made,  and "  you  are  the  only  per- 
fon  who  has  undertaken  to  fupport 
them  by  arguments  fo  plauhble  to  the 
unchirurgical  reader,  as  may  tend  to 
miflead  the  publick,  I  hope  I  fhall  not 
be  deemed  impertinent  in  thus  pub- 
lickly  addreffing  you,  and  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  confute  what  you  have  ad¬ 
vanced.  I,  in  my  turn,  will  lay  before 
you  the  reafons  that  induced  me  to 
think  (from  the  inftant  I  faw  Mr.  Foot’s 
evidence)  that  the  blow  was  the  caufe 
of  Clark’s  death, 

As  the  fentiments  I  have  imbibed 
and  here  difclofed,  may,  if  erroneous, 
be  of  material  confequence  to  myfelf 
and  patient,-  I  would  gladly  receive  a 
convidlion  of  their  error,  and  am  not 
without  forae  hope  you  will,  out  of 

A  2  your 
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your  great  teiidernefs  and  compaffion, 
grant  me  that  favour. 

When  a  man  addreffes  the  publick, 
he  fhould  divef!;  himfelf  of  every  party 
prejudice,  he  fhould  relate  matters  of 
fad",  and  matters  of  fad  only,  'and 
fhould  reafon  from  thofe  fads  with  a 

- 

calm,  difpaffionate  mind  ^  hence 
would  the  publick  be  enabled  to  de¬ 
cide  in  every  difpute  on  which  fide 
truth  dwells.  By  my  adhering  to  the 
above  precepts,  and  comparing  your 
inquiry  with  the  following  refutation, 
I  hope,  like  you,  altercations  will 
ceafe,  and  animofities  be  reconciled. 

Vfithout  any  furtlier  preface  I  fhall 
enter  into  the  examination  of  your 
pamphlet,  not  as  a  critick,  but  as  a 

gentleman  and  furgeon. 

'  ■  -  Pre. 

*  I  V 
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Previous  to  your  inquiry  into  Mr. 
Foot’s  depolition,  you  tell  us  Mr. 
Clark  received  the  wound  on  the  8th 
of  December;  that  on  the  9th  his 
aunt  was  feen  to  drels  it  with  Fryer’s 
balfam  ;  that  it  appeared  a  mere 
fcratch  ;  Mr.  Clark  went  to  his 
mafter’s  the  fame  day,  and  the  en- 
fuing,  without  making  any  complaint ; 
but  on  Sunday,  when  his  aunt  returned 
from  church,  he  was  found  very  ill 
with  a  fever  and  vomiting,  which  he 
attributed  to  eating  bad  eggs. 

In  the  evening  he  was  bled,  went 
to  bed,  and  the  vomiting  ceafed. 

Monday  Mr.  Sparling  the  apothe¬ 
cary  was  fent  for,  to  whom  the  aunt 
gave  an  account  of  -her  nephew’s  ill- 

nefs. 
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nefs.  Mr.  Starling  imagining  it  might 
be  occaiioned  by  the  blow  received  on 
his  head  the  preceding  Thurfday,  de- 
lired  Mr.  Bromfield  might  be  called 
in,  which  after  fome  perfuahon  was 
confented  to.  The  day  following  Mr» 
Bromfield  paid  him  a  vifit,  ordered 
him  an  aperient  medicine  and  a  clyfier, 
hut  did  not  examine  the  wound ;  and 
why  ?  becaufe  his  hair  was  platted  and 
entangled  with  the  balfam  his  aunt 
had  applied.  In  the  afternoon  Mr. 
Bromfield  fent  to  defire  his  hair  might 
be  cut  olf,  but  Mr.  Clark  would  not 
confent,  'Wednefday  the  14th  Mr, 
Clark  died.  Mr.  Starling  in  his  de‘- 
pofition  fays,  he  took  his  cafe  to  be  a 
violent  inflammatory  fever,  but  de¬ 
clares  he  does  not  know  what  was  the 
•  caufe  of  his  fever, 


Frona 


(  ”  ) 


From  your  account  of  Mr.  Star¬ 
ling’s  condud,  and  from  his  own 
evidence  before  the  Coroner,  I  think 
it  is  pretty  evident  he  fufpeded  the 
blow  to  be  the  caule  of  the  fever.  But 
being  an  apothecary  only,  and  not 
being  prefent  when  the  deceafed  was 
examined  after  death,  he  could  not, 
as  a  confcientious  man,  declare  on 
oath  that  for  a  fail  which  he  only 
fufpeded  to  be  fo. 

If  Mr.  Starling  did  not  apprehend 
the  fever  arofe  from  the  w'ound  on  the 
head,  why  did  he  call  in  Mr.  Bromfield  ? 
Let  us  fuppofe  Mr.  Starling  totally  ig¬ 
norant  Mr.  Clark  had  received  a  blow, 
is  it  likely  he  would  call  in  a  furgeon 
to  an  inflammatory  fever  ? 


Ad- 


(  ) 

'  Admitting  the  cafe  to  be  as  it  really 
was,  that  Mr.  Starling  was  apprized  of 
the  blow,  if  he  had.  thought  it  not 
the  caufe  of  the  fever  he  would  have 
called  in  a  phylrciam 

From  every  confideration,  I  am  in¬ 
duced  to  believe  Mr.  Starling  appre¬ 
hended  the  blow  to  be  the  caufe  of 
his  fever.  I  think  it  appears  very 
evident. 

Gn  Saturday  you  fay  Clark  was  at 
his  mafter’s  employed  in  forting  pa¬ 
pers,  a  bufinefs  you  obferve  as  too 
much  for  a  common  head-ach,  and 
much  more  for  a  violent  broken  head. 

Here,  Sir,  you  forget  yourfelf ; 
you  told  us  but  two  pages  before  he 
had  been  at  his  mafter’s  all  that  day, 

^came 


(  13  ) 


came  home  at  night,  and  made  no 
complaint.  How  then  came  you  to 
know  he  had  the  head-ach  ?  you  alfo 
fay  in  a  few  preceding  pages  the  wound 
was  a  mere  fcratch,  but  you  have  here 
chofb  to  make  it  appear  a  violent  bro¬ 
ken  head. 

You  then  proceed  to  take  a  view  of 
Mr.  Foot’s  depohtion ;  and  after  hav¬ 
ing  allowed  thanks  were  due  to  that 
gentleman  for  the  time  and  trouble  he 
Ipent  therein,  you  obferve,  if  Clark’s 
thorax  and  abdomen  had  been  as 
«>:urioully  examined  into,  the  obliga¬ 
tion  would  have  been  more,  for  then 
we  might  ha^'^e  known  how  much  the 
flomach,  bowels,  lungs,  6cc.  were 
diftempered. 

K  *  i  ^ 

V  i 

I  would 

*  t  \ 
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I  would  beg  leave  to  alk  you  what 
reafon  Mr.  Foot  could  have  to  open 
thole  cavities,  and  expe6l  thereby  a 
difcovery  of  the  caufe  of  the  difealed 
fymptoms  ?  If  the  fever  arofe  from  a 

flimulus,  or  inflammation  of  either  of 

/ 

the  contents  of  the  abdomen,  or  tho¬ 
rax,  it  would  have  been  evident  from 
pain,  fhortnefs  of  breath,  or  other 
fymptoms  peculiar  to  difeafes  of  the 
yifcera  qf  the  refpecfive  cavities.  As 
there  were  no  fuch  fymptoms,  I  can¬ 
not  think  Mr.  Foot  any  way  culpable; 
but  as  I  have  not  taken  up  my  pen  to 
defend  that  gentleman’s  conduit,  I 
fhall  pafs  over  the  many  ironical  re¬ 
marks  you  have  occahonally  inter- 
fperfed,  as  they  of  themfelves  fuf- 
fickntly  evince  how  much  parij  prs- 
jud\  tcf  made  you  deviate  from  the  be- 

nevolent 
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hevolent  intention  ybii  at  firii  pro- 
fefled  to  write  from. 

You  fuppofe  Mr.  Clark’s  cafe  to  be 
a  concuffion,  and  wonder  the  lymp- 
toms  of  extravafation  did  not  appear. 
I  fhould  have  been  equally  amaz’d  as 
you,  if  extravafation  or  concuffion  had 
been  declared  to  be  the  caule  of  his 
death.  The  appearances  on  which 
Mr.  Foot  founded  his  opinion,  were 
the  inflammation  of  the  dura  and  pia 

mater,  and  the  detatchment  of  the 

•»  » 

dura  mater  from  the  internal,  and 
perecranium  from  the  external  furface 
of  the  cranium. 

%  f  .  *  .  ' 

I  agree  with  you  that  death  had 
not  his  manflons  in  the  external  part 
of  the  cranium. 

B  2 


You 
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You  next  proceed  to  inquire  how 
the  fand  came  into  his  head;  this-I  do 
not  think  worthy  of  confideration. 
It  is  not  effential'to  the  queflion,  whe¬ 
ther  his  hair  was  loaded  with  mud, 
duff,  fand,  or  powder. 

,  / 

You  endeavour  to  infiiiuate  the  in¬ 
flammation  of  the  fcalp  arofe  from 
wafhing  it  with  fpirituous  applications. 
It  is  a  matter  of  no  confequence  whe¬ 
ther  it  did  or  did  not,  as  Vv^e  have  agreed 
death  did  not  refide  there.  1  cannot 
avoid  obferving,  Fryer’s  halfam  never 
will  produce  a  detachment  of  the  fcalp 
from  the  cranium. 

You  think  it  neceffary  to  obfervc, 
Mr.  Foot  did  not  tell  the  court  the  lize, 
length,  breadth,  &c.  of  the  wound : 
could  fuch  information  any  way 

tend 


r 
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tend  to  prove  whether  the  blow  was 
or  was  not  the  caufe  of  Clark’s  death? 
it  is  well  known  to  every  furgeon,  that 
no  prognoftics  can  be  formed  from  the 
mere  hze  of  wounds  of  the  fcalp. 

I  fhall  next  proceed  to  exapiine  the 
reafons  you  have  told  the  publick  that 
induced  you  to  think,  from  the  inftant 
you  faw  Mr.  Foot’s  evidence,  the 
wound  was  not  the  caufe  of  Clark’s 
death. 


In  your  firfl  I  perfedlly  agree  with 
you,  the  fcull  is  out  of  all  difpute ; 
that  was  in  an  healthy  ftate,  and 'the 
mere  inflammation  of  the  wound 
could  not  produce  the  mifchief.  Your 
fecond  runs  thus :  he  (Mr.  Foot)  after 
opening  the  Head,  found  under  the 
dura  mater,  extravafated  blood,  &c. 

5  If 


‘  \ 

(  ) 

If  extravafated  blood  iiridef  the  dura 
mater  had  been  from  the  blow,  Clark 
would  have  been  difabled  from  walk¬ 
ing  even  t5  the  Three  Pigeons. 

All  this  would  have  been  ftridly 
true,  had  the  extravafatidn  enfued  im¬ 
mediately  on  receiving  the  blow.  In 
fuch  a  dale  the  blood  extravafated 
would  have  been  found  betvveen  the 
dranium  and  dura  mater;  and  notj  as 
was  Mr.  Clark’s  cafe,  between  the  dura 
and  pia  mater; 

Yoii  acknowledge  an  extravafatiori 
from  the  membrane  is  very  common 
from  the  agonies  of  death.  Such;  I 
prefume,  was  the  cafe  in  queftion. 

You  alfo  acknowledge  the  appear¬ 
ances  on  dilTedlion  of  thofe  who  have 

died 
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died  in  a  few  days  of  inflammatory 
fevers,  are  an  inflammation  on  the 
membranes  of  the  brain,  and  their 
veflels  diftended  with  blood.  Thefe 
appearances  were  on  Mr,  Clark;  he 
certainly  died  of  an  inflammatory  fe¬ 
ver  :  but  all  inflammatory  fevers  do 
not  derive  their  fource  from  the  fame  ' 
caufe ;  fome  are  produced  from  an  ex¬ 
ternal,  and  fome  from  .an  internal 
fl:imulu§.  Mr.  Clark’s  arofe  from  in¬ 
juries  done  to  the  dura  mater,  in  cori- 
fequence  of  a  blow  received  on  the 
fcull.  You  think  it  arole  from  mak¬ 
ing  too  free  with  fpirituous  liquors, 
joined  to  the  excef§  of  fatigue  he  un¬ 
derwent  on  the  Thurlday. 

I  beg  leave  to  alk  you  one  queftion : 
Does  not  the  effecfl  of  liquor,  and  ex- 

cefs 
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cefs  of  fatigue,  whether  on'  a  healthy  or 
fickly  conflitution,  appear  immediately 
after  the  debauch  is  committed  ?  that 
is,  the  enfuing  day.  Is  it  likely  a 
fickly  young  man  (as  you  fay  Mr. 
Clark  was)  after  drinking  an  undue 
quantity  of  Ipirituous  liquors,  and 
walking  near  twenty  miles,  fhould 
not  feel  the  effects  ol  fuch  conduct  be- 

*•  ...  If  - 

fore  the  Sunday  morning  i* 

But  even  admitting  a  probability  of 
its  being  fo,  and  granting  it  really  was, 
do  you  imagine  the  vapours  of  the 
wine,  brandy,  and  beer,  co|Ied;ed  them- 
felves  into  a  body,  and  attacked  that 
particular  part  of  the  head  ori  which 
the  blow  was  given  If  this  appears 
likely,  and  you  can  perfuade  me  to, 
think  lo  by  more  convincing  arguments 
than  you  have  at  prefent  advanced,  I 
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in  time  may.be  brought  to  acknowledge, 
injuries  done  to  the  dura  and  pia  ma¬ 
ter  are  merely  ideal. 

There  is  nobody  will  difpute  your 
anatomical  knowledge,  refpedting  what 
you  have  advanced  concerning  the  con¬ 
nection  between  the  dura  mater  and  pe¬ 
ricranium.  This  knowledge  enabled  you 
to  fuppofe,  that  a  diffolution  of  their 
connecting  veffels  could  not  take  place 
without  extravafation ;  which  would 
have  appeared  between  the  cranium 
and  dura  mater,  and  not  between  the 
pia  and  dura  mater,  as  Mr.  Foot  af- 
ferts  he  found  it. 

You  are  very  right  in  your  con¬ 
jectures  :  had  the  feparation  taken  place 
immediately,  the  extravafation  would 
have  been  found  betv/een  the  cranium 

C  and 
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and  membrane ;  but  this  feparation 
did  not  take  place  till  fome  days  after 
the  blow  was  given. 

From  the  fmallnefs  of  the  vefiels 
paffing  between  the  two  membranes, 
and  from  the  Ihock  they  had  received, 
the  blood  did  not  circulate  through 
them.  Hence  arofe  an  inflammation 
and  a  gradual  feparation  of  the  veflels ; 
the  confequence  of  which  was  a  fe- 
ceflion  of  communication  between  the 
dura  mater  and  pericranium,  and  con- 
feejuently  a  detachment  of  thofe  mem¬ 
branes  from  the  fcull. 

Mr.  Pott,  in  his  treatife  on  wounds  of 
the  head,  lays  it  down  as  an  infallible 
rule,  when  the  pericranium,  after  fome 
days,  is  found  detached  from  the  fcull, 
without  any  force  to  account  for  fuch 

de- 
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detachmpntj^it  is  a  certain  iign  of  mif- 
chief  underneath  :  if  extravafation  en- 
fued  from  fuch  a  feparation,  why  need 
he  lay  down  this  maxim?  as,  according 
to  your  opinion,  extravafation  im.medi- 
ately  would  occur  ;  and  they  are  fymp- 
toms  that  evince  danger  to  the  moft 
ignorant  bye-ftander.  Hence,  I  think 
it  is  pretty  clear,  no  extravafation  be¬ 
tween  the  cranium  and  dura  mater 
proves  the  inaccuracy  in  Mr.  Foot’s  de- 
pofition  ;  neither  does  it  prove  the 
blow  was  not  the  caufe  of  Mr.  Clark’s 
death. 

You  imagine,  if  the  blow  had  been 
the  caufe  ol  the  inflammation,  matter 

would  have  been  found  on  the  infide 

% 

of  the  head. 
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If  the  fymptoms  of  inflammation 
had  continued  the  fpace  of  fix  days, 
your  fuppofition  would  have  had  fome 
weight ;  but  thofe  iymptoms  did  not 
appear  until  Sunday,  the  third  day  after 
he  had  received  the  blow.  He  died 
'  the  fucceeding  Wednefday,  between 
one  and  two  o’clock  in  the  morning, 
therefore  there  was  not  time  for  matter 
to  form. 

In  regard  to  what  you  have  ad¬ 
vanced  in  refpefi  to  vomiting,  I  fhall 
only  obferve,  vomiting  is  an  equivocal 
lymptom,  and  not  to  be  depended  on. 
In  fome  conftitutions,  the  moft  trifling 
incident  occafions  ficknefi  and  vomit¬ 
ing  ;  in  others,  it  is  as  difiicult  to  be 
produced.  From  your  fentiments  we 
are  to  imagine  that  fymptoms  never 

leave 
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leave  the  patient  till  he  is  relieved  by 
death  or  the  furgeon. 

Vomitings,  we  all  agree,  are  ge¬ 
nerally  the  firft  onfet  of  inflammatory 
fevers,  from  the  caufe  you  have  af- 
llgned.  You  alfo  fay,  when  the  fto- 
mach  has  difcharged  its  noxious  con¬ 
tents,  the  vomiting  is  relieved.  Such 
was  Mr.  Clark’s  cafe ;  he  had  call;  up 
eggs.  See.  and  was  then  relieved. 

You  then  proceed  :  “  to  conclude 
from  what  has  been  advanced,  you  are 
to  conflder  whether  you  can  difcover 
any  fubftantial  reafons  for  believing 
either  the  blow  or  its  effedls  were  the 
caufe  of  Mr.  Clark’s  death  ;  and  to 
aflifl:  you  either  to  alTent  to,  or  diflent 
from,  your  fovereign’s  and  his  coun¬ 
cil’s  opinion,  as  well  as  the  opinion  of 

the 
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the  ableft  furgeons,  permit  me,  by 
way  of  fuminary,  to  lay  the  heads  of 
what  has  been  faid  before  you  in  one 
view.” 


I  fliall  take  the  liberty  to  examine 
thofe  heads. 

You  oblerve,  under  the  firfl  head, 
he  had  no  fymptom  of  concuflion  on 
the  brain.  Granted.  Under  the  fe- 
cond,  inftead  of  flupor,  inability  in  any 
of  his  limbs,  &c.  he  walked  a  dozen 
miles  after  his  head  v/as  cut.  Granted. 
There  was  no  immediate  extravafation 
to  produce  thefe  fymptoms.  Under 
the  third,  he  had  neither  fracture,  fif- 
fure,  or  depreffion  of  the  bone  in  his 
head,  as  Mr.  Foot  could  find,  nor  fe- 
paration  ot  the  inward  from  the  out¬ 
ward  table.  Granted. 


In 
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In  anfwer  to  thefe  three  heads.  I 
muft  beg  leave  to  obferve,  we  have 
repeated  inftances  ot  peoples  dying 
from  inflammation  on  the  membranes 
of  the  brain  in  confequence  of  a  blow, 
without  any  one  fymptom  of  concuf- 
fion,  or  extravafation.  As  this  is  a 
fact  too  well  known  to  be  difputed, 
does  the  non-appearance  of  the  fymp¬ 
tom  of  concuflion  or  extravafation  tend 
in  any  way  to  prove  Mr.  Clark  did  not 
die  of  the  wound  he  received  at  Brent¬ 
ford  ?  It  certaintly  does  not  ;  there¬ 
fore  thofe  heads  are  not  eflential  to  the 
point  in  queftion. 

Under  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  flxth. 
heads,  you  tell  us,  the  wound  was  a 
fcratch  not  larger  than  the  fcratch  of  a. 
pin.  1  have  before  obferved,  and  appeal 
to  any  furgeon  in  Europe  for  the  truth 

of 
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of  fo  common-placed  an  obfervation, 
that  there  are  no  prognoftics  to  be 
made,  in  relpedl  to  danger,  from  the 
magnitude  of  wounds  on  the  head. 
Therefore  thefe  three  heads,  like  the 
preceding  ones,  tend  to  prove  neither 
one  thing  nor  the  other. 

Your  feventh  is  no  extravafation 

between  the  bones  and  dura  mater. 

,  ^  1 

This  I  have  fufficiently  explained  in 
the  preceding  page.. 

Your  eighth  is,  what  cffedf  did  the 
blow  produce  to  convince  us  that  it 
kill’d  him  ?  —  In  my  opinion,  every 
effedl  which  pradice  and  theory  teach¬ 
es  us  to  exped. 
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In  fupport  of  this  opinion,  I  beg 
leave  to  quote  Mr.  Pott  on  this  fubjed; 
and  then  leave  you  and  the  publick  to 
judge,  how  great  a  limilitude  there  is 
between  thofe  lymptoms  defcribed  by 
Mr  Pott,  and  thofe  attending  on  Mr. 
Clark. 

j 

Firft,  I  fhall  recapitulate  Mr.  Clark’s 
lympto-nis,  as  you  have  acknowledged 
them  in  your  pamphlet.  Mr.  Clark 
received  the  blow  on  Thurfday  the  8  th 
of  December  ;  the  9th  and  i  oth  he 
followed  his  ufual  employ,  without 
making  any  complaint ;  on  the  nth, 
the  third  day  from  the  blow.,  Mrs.  Tal¬ 
bot  on  her  return  from  church  found 
her  nephew  very  ill  and  vomiting,  with 
a  fever  :  he  grew  worfe;  and  early  in 
the  evening  went  to  bed  very  ill,  and 
was  blooded  foon  after.  On  Monday 
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the  12th  Mr,  Starling  was  fent  for.  In 
this  gentleman’s  depolition  he  fays, 
He  found  Mr.  Clark  in  a  violent  fever 
in  bed;  he  applied  proper  remedies, 
and  the  next  day  the  13th  faw  him 
again,  but  found  him  no  better;  in 
the  evening  he  faw  him,  and  found 
him  no  better  :  he  fays,  the  deceafed’s 
brain  was  affedfed,  for  he  found  an  ab- 
fence  of  mind,  frequent  flutterings,  and 
the  next  morning  he  died.  Now  for 
Mr.  Pott. 

“  Smart  and  fevere  flrokes  on  the 
middle  part  of  the  bones  at  a  diftance 
from  the  futures  are  moft  frequently 
followed  by  this  kind  of  mifehief;  the 
coats  of  the  final!  veffels,  which  fuftain 
the  injury,  inflame  and  become floughy, 
and  in  confequence  thereof,  the  peri¬ 
cranium  feparates  from  the  outfide  of 
that  part  of  the  bone  which  receives' 
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the  blow,  and  the  dura  mater  from 
the  infide;  the  latter  of  which  mem¬ 
branes  foon  after  fuch  feceffion  in¬ 
names,  and  in  due  time  becomes 
doughy  alfo. 

“  This  is  a  very  different  difeafe 
from  extravafation  or  commotion,  and 
is  alfo  attended  with  very  different 
fymptoms. 

“  All  the  complaints  produced  by 
extravafation  are  fuch  as  proceed  from 
preffure  made  on  the  brain  and  nerves, 
and  from  obftruffions  to  the  circula¬ 
tion  of  the  blood  through  the  former, 
ftupidity,  lofs  of  fpeech,  fenfe,  and 
voluntary  motion,  obflruffed  refpira- 
tion,  &c.  and  what  is  of  fome  conle- 
quence  to  remark,  thefe  fymptoms  ap¬ 
pear  immediately  if  the  effudon  is  at 
all  confiderable. 
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“  The  fymptoms  attending  fuch  a 
ilate  of  the  membranes  as  I  have  juft 
now  defcribed,  are  all  of  the  febrile  in¬ 
flammatory  kindj  pain  in  the  head, 
reftleffnefsj  want  of  fleep,  frequent  and 
hard  pulfe,  hot  and  dry  fkin,  fiufhed 
chebk,  inflamed  eye,  naufea,  vomit- 
ing,  rigor,  and,  toward  the  clofe^ 
convulfion  and  delirium ;  and  none  of 
thefe  appear  at  fir ji feldom  until  fame 
days  are  pajid 

I 

So  much  for  Mr.  Pott :  and  now, 
Sir,  if  you  will  compare  this  quota¬ 
tion  with  the  fymptoms  which  you 
fay  attended  Mi',  Clark,  and  with 
thofe  defcribed  by  Mr.  Foot  in  his 
appeal  to  the  publick,  I  flatter  my- 
felf  you  will  not  be  offended  at  nay 
difienting  from  you  in  opinion,  when 

I  have 
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I  have  advaliced  fuch  fubftantial  rea- 
fons  for  fo  doing.  But  to  proceed  : 

In  your  ninth  head  you  fuppofe  Mr. 
Clark’s  death  to  arife  from  a  forfeit, 
producing  a  violent  inflammatory  fe¬ 
ver,  and  this  furfeit  from  fatigue  in 
trav'elling  and  imprudent  ufe  of  fpi- 
rituous  liquors,  I  have  before  obferved, 
lymptoms  from  over  fatigue,  or  im¬ 
moderate  ufe  of  fpirituous  liquors,  would 
have  appeared  immediately ;  but  whe¬ 
ther  immediately  or  not,  it  was  impof-' 
Able  excefs  of  liquor  or  excefs  of  fatigue 
could  produce  a  detachment  of  the  pe¬ 
ricranium,  or  dura  mater,  from  the 
fcull ;  and  until  the  probability  of  fuch 
an  effe£l  can  he  proved,  it  will,  with 
me  and  many  hundreds,  remain  an  in- 
difputable  point,  that  the  blow  was 
fhe  caufe  of  Mr.  Clark’s  death. 
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In  your  poftfcript  you  admit  what 
Mr.  Foot  advanced  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  furgeons  to  be  true,  out  of 
pure  tendernefs  and  compaffion.  I 
muft  repeat  to  you  w^hat  I  have  before 
faid:  I  took  not  up. my  pen  to  defend 
‘  Mr.  Foot’s  condudt  againft  the  far- 
cafms  you  have  unjuftly  thrown  on 
him,  but  to  confute  your  arguments  on 
his  depofition.  You  think  no  man 
will  be  fo  rafh  as  ever  to  prefume  that 
the  blow  could  caufe  fuch  like  dif- 
tradlions  in  the  head,  and  the  man  live 
near  fix  days  after  without  one  bad 

You,  Sir,  muft  certainly  have  a 
very  treacherous  memory  to  forget 
you  fo  very  lately  told  the  publick  he 
Jived  two  days  after  receiving  the  blow, 

without 
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without  making  any  complaint,  and 
the  morning  of  the  third  day  was  found 
very  ill  with  the  fymptoms  of  an  in¬ 
flammatory  fever,  which  continued  in- 
creaflng  till  his  death ;  but  here  you 
fay  he  lived  flx  days  without  one  bad 
fymptom. 

I  have  now  executed  the  plan  I  fet 
out  on,  I  have  in  my  own  opinion  con¬ 
futed  the  arguments  you  brought  to 
fupport  your  opinion  of  Mr.  Clark’s 
death;  and  muft  beg  leave  you  will 
once  more  compare  the  lymptoms  and 
appearances  defcribed  by  Mr.  Pott,  with 
the  fymptoms  that  attended  Mr.  Clark, 
when,  I  verily  believe,  you  will 
alter  your  fentirnents ;  and  if  you  have 
really  at  heart  what  you- have  profef- 
fed,  if  you  truly  mean  to  -reconcile 
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animofities,  you  will  acknowledge  that 
you  have  been  milled.  It  becomes 
every  man  as  a  citizen  of  the  world  to 
endeavour  to  explode  notions  that  may 
prove  hurtful.  If  I  have  failed  in  this 
my  attempt,  I  lhall  feel  an  inward  fatif- 
fadion,  though  I  wrote  not  for  lucre 
or  party  prejudice',  and  whatever  re¬ 
ception  this  letter  meets  with  from  you, 
it  will  equally  alFe£t 

Your  moft  obedient 

humble  Servant^ 
CHIRURGICUS. 


FINIS. 


